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Oh human Spirit ! spur thee to the goal 
Where virtue fixes universal peace. 

Queen Mab. 



Universal Military Training — No! 

This subject comprises more than national safety. A 
vital question of human betterment is involved. The fol- 
lowing collection of ideas will probably be only a skirmish 
fire ahead of the general engagement of heavy artillery yet 
to come. Persistent coaching aided by the spirit of the 
times has brought the unthinking masses to favor this de- 
based form of proposed schooling. The conditions of 
unsubsided excitement made this easy. How are we to 
reconcile a calm, deliberate and self-true conciliator being 
for the affirmative of this proposition? Some say universal 
military training is a necessity. Some even say it should 
be adopted as a permanent policy. What a fine faith in 
humanity ' such a proposition portrays! 

I will undertake to show that universal military train- 
ing is wrong as a lasting principle because it sets a generally 
deplorable example and that it is futile in practice because 
it constitutes the main barrier to progress toward international 
brotherhood. 

It is in times of peace that universal military training 
ought to be opposed. Its espousal then is a sur- 
vival bred of either fear or hate, or both. These have always 
been the most injurious factors of human decline and con- 
stitute the trunk lines of every bad influence. It is scarcely 
necessary for me to remind that war has almost always 
accompanied various combinations of ignorance, suspicion, 
envy and jealousy. In earlier times, it was often brought 
about by the cupidity of idlers, then styled noblemen, but 
seldom noble men. To a time later than the medieval, we 
can trace petty sectional wars fomented and conducted by 
robber barons of whom the first Hohenzollern was a notable, 
but ignoble example. It is to be remembered that in those 
rollicsome days of cruel oppression and bloody pillage a 
more nearly universal military training obtained than the 
wildest agitator now hopes for. With the coming of printed 
news sheets, the ingenuity of those who hoped to gain by 



the prosecution of war was afforded an instrument to which 
the emotions and passions of the common people were much 
more easily attuned. Ever since, wars have been preceded 
by a shame/ess use or a shameful misuse of the press as a 
means to rouse feverish concern under the banner of a fol- 
low-the-leader patriotism. I do not charge that the press 
of the belligerent countries since July, 1914, deliberately 
falsified conditions to goad on the reading public to a point 
of sympathy with a policy. I do charge that the press 
occasionally "left untold those things which ought to have 
been told." 

Now, what element in society does history show to have 
consistently advocated preparedness for war? Singularly 
enough, it has not been the poor devils who haven't worldly 
goods to protect, nor the poor angels who needn't fight. 
The laboring class and women are instinctively and justi- 
fiably opposed alike tg the prosecution of war and to prepara- 
tion for it. This compels us to discover the major per- 
centage of enthusiasts of the "mailed fist" attitude to be the 
plutocrats or those "that have" and do not desire to lose 
what they have. Was there ever a militarist class which 
was not plutocratic in spirit? If so, let it be identified. 1 
challenge history to show a sustained militarist movement 
under the guidance of either the proletariat or the bourgeois 
class. Why do the lower classes hesitate to acclaim the 
war spirit? It has been said, because they already feel 
a brotherhood spirit amongst themselves irrespective of na- 
tional boundaries. Be the reason what it may, they do not 
readily sympathize with artificial patriotic fervors, well 
realizing that they must inevitably bear the brunt of war 
effort and endure the misery of deprivation and slow re- 
cuperation. 

It is so comfortably easy for those who have passed 
the age of military service to exclaim about outraged na- 
tional honor and to clamor for its redress by war. Take 
notice in the case of the affronts we encounter in private life 
we gladly heed the safer resorts for asserting our rights. 
We wisely refrain from satisfying individual pride on the 
"wager of battle" principle. Why then should we favor 
the proposition of letting our more youthful fellow country- 
men train to batde for what we, not they, cons.true to be 



right? Wars have been stirred up from time immemorial to 
divert the pubHc mind from domestic dissatisfaction. Terri- 
torial aggrandizement has too often been held out to coax ap- 
proval. 

Despite Germany's universal military training, and 
other forms of preparedness, her select professors went about 
with the belated refrain — "We did not want this war." 
The militarist and Pan-German clique pushed miseducated 
Germany into the war by deceiving her in the time-worn 
way with a false appe?il to true patriotism, first arousing her 
fears, next inflaming her passions and all the while draining 
her wealth. Germany's parasitical oligarchy artfully devel- 
oped a system under which no public servant had a ghost of a 
chance of advancement unless he slavishly adhered to it. 
Control of the press was part of the system. There was 
misuse of the press and individual talent to proclaim the 
refrain of a defensive and unwelcome war. It was a down- 
right lie. The German people simply didn't discover it in 
time, and why, because their education and training de- 
terred lifting of the veil which blinded and duped them. 
Whatever the real cause of any war, selfish interest has 
always dominated one side. The Navy League activities 
before our entry into the war and the secret agreements 
between the armament kings of different countries, not 
excluding ours, are notorious instances of selfish pre-war 
scheming. The National Security League was another 
camouflage for selfish interest. Read this newspaper clipping: 
January 29, 1919 — "The congressional com- 
mittee investigating the activities of the National 
Security League today drew from one witness the 
admission that virtually all members of the organ- 
ization are men connected with big industrial or 
public service companies." 

Its report lately issued is a scathing denuncia- 
tion. 
I requote from another source: — (Congressional Record.) 
"The whole thing is perfectly obvious. Seizing 
upon the European butchery as an excuse, the 
armament makers and militarists were determined 
to drive this country over the brink if they could. 
They remained indifferent to all truisms such as 



that 'preparedness' has not prevented, but has al- 
ways induced war. There was money in this 
thing for them; so down with old age pensions, 
educational expansion, improvements of all kinds, 
and hurrah for Moloch. Militarism is a quick 
cut to millions. Moloch, militarism, murder, 
massacre — I think that sums it all up with neat- 
ness and dispatch." 

Most school histories have emphasized above all else the 
causes, principal characters and results of wars. Every 
boy is animated by a spirit of adventure which is beckoned 
forth by the prospect of foreign struggle. That war offers 
a peculiar glamor even to the middle-aged is not to be denied. 
Afterwards, the individual recollections of a war's hazardous 
exploits and valorous conduct are fostered and exchanged. 
In consequence something akin to a fighting impulse to war 
besides being inherent has been cultivated in all of us. 1 hat 
is what is so deplorable and what made it easy for prepared- 
ness advocates and now for those in favor of universal 
military training to pose as the only true exponents of 
patriotism. Both these groups have urged the need of the 
utmost skill and co-ordination in the "art" of warfare 
(a "fine" art, indeed!), but in the same breath they have 
declared as barbaric the practices of the most exhaustive 
students of warfare the world has ever known. Abstractly 
considered, a righteous war need recognize no law. The 
adoption of such a policy as a measure of national security, 
vain as it is, must lend sanction to a similar policy on the 
part of some other nation whose motives for assailing our 
country are vividly pictured. Who will say that universal 
military training, in the last analysis, has been of beneficial 
service to Germany? Who will deny that Germany's sole 
justification was her envelopment by the allegedly hostile • 
Latin and Slav? Who will say that America is not isolated 
against aggression — likely to be dangerous because it can 
be sudden? Still, without even the sole justification put 
forward by Germany we are expected to adopt universal 
military training as a peace measure. 

The universal military training advocate on his own 
confession develops an obsession of likely foreign oppres- 
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The finger was put on the weak spot in the argument that 
preparation for war is the best guarantee of peace, when it 
was said: 

"It is impossible to coerce the people into bear- 
ing the burdens incident to continuous and in- 
creasing preparation without cultivating hatred as 
if it were a natural virtue. There must be some 
one to fear, some other preparing nation that must 
be represented as plotting for war." 

"The verification of this is seen in every ar- 
gument in favor of increased armament. The 
protection sought is not against imaginary foes, 
or foes in general, but against some specific foe, 
as, for instance, Germany, or Japan. And, in 
order to induce the people to submit to these un- ■ 
necessary burdens, other countries must be held 
up to our execration." 
Atrocities, which in one form or another have been com- 
mitted by both sides in every war, were dangled before us 
like a red flag before a bull. Was not a citation of in- 
stances of their commission by the Germans exploited to 
inflame the masses in the United States, to stimulate enlist- 
ment and to foster a nation wide intensity of feeling in 
support of the war declaration to come? 

In passing let it be said that a single atrocity by 
an educated and (dare it be said) cultured Prussian 
is far worse than one committed by an uncouth, ignorant 
Cossack. We expect it of the Cossack and he does not 
sink either in his own or in our estimation by having com- 
mitted it. But in the case of the German how great was the 
fall from what his silent judgment and sense of right must 
inevitably have dictated. Yet, being trained, the German did 
perpetrate atrocities. In short, the organized mass atrocities 
committed with official authorization by the Prussian dom- 
inated Germans is what was so peculiarly horrible and unfor- 
givable. What this indicates of pertinence to this discus- 
sion is the depth to which efficient universal training can 
lead. 

Contrast the chivalrous treatment generally accorded 
aviators even by the Germans as evidenced in this sentence 
from an actual letter: 



"We were treated very well by the officers of 
the Richtoffen bunch and even had lunch with 
them." 

Aeroplane fighting was, in a double sense, on a high 
plane. That is well known. It was most nearly free from 
hate. Isn't it probable that the lack of personal animosity 
among the aviators was due more than anything else to the 
fact that they were not universally trained, but were sportive 
volunteers ? 

The point I was just endeavoring to bring out is that 
universal military training will inevitably train the mind 
to that kind of patriotism which presupposes all other na- 
tions unprincipled, and its soldiers wanton aggressors. Each 
nation construes universal military training on the part of 
every other nation as a universal menace and constant threat. 
Training in peace time in anticipation of international dis- 
cord sows its own seed. 

We have been pledged, by the President, to "such a con- 
cert of free peoples" as shall make militarism forever im- 
possible (President's "War Message" of April 2, 1917). 
Now if there's anything closer to militarism than universal 
military training I'd like to know what it is. I challenge any 
one to say. Our peaceful Secretary of War iterated the 
same thought by saying: 

"The War Department has not sought and 
does not seek legislation on the subject of com- 
pulsory military training. Civilized man must 
hope thai the future has in store a relief from the 
burden of armament and the destruction of war." 

These official assurances prompted the organized teachers 
of America, after calm deliberation, thus to record their 
indorsement : 

"The National League of Teachers' Associa- 
tions, representing 20,000 teachers, in convention 
at Pittsburgh, desires to express its warm ap- 
proval of your courage and statesmanship in re- 
fusing to be stampeded into the endorsement and 
adoption of a permanent s'^stem of universal mili- 
tary training and service at this time. The Amer- 
ican people are in this war, as Lloyd George has 



said of the English people, to put an end to that 
monstrous evil everywhere, and it is heartening to 
feel that under the leadership which we now en- 
joy we are in no danger of losing the chief end of 
the war before the war is more than well begun. 
We are Well aware that your moderate and sens- 
ible position has cost you some newspaper abuse, 
hut We believe that your course is well under- 
stood and is silently approved by the great Amer- 
ican people." 

It is to be remembered that Lloyd George had an- 
nounced, according to the London Times of January 19, 
1918, that England wanted an end to permanent conscrip- 
tion everywhere: 

"It is my hope, and that is really what we are 
fighting for, that we shall establish conditions that 
will make compulsory service unnecessary, not 
merely in this country, but in every country. Un- 
less we succeed in establishing those conditions, 
I personally shall not feel that we have achieved 
one of the most important of our war aims." 

Universal military training spells the continued prostitu- 
tion of one of the noblest attributes of human character, that 
being the fellowship of men regardless of race, creed or 
nationality. The baneful influence of universal military 
training takes root in the fertile, mental soil of the adolescent 
period of a boy's life. 

That preparation for war is not only outrageously ex- 
pensive, but wasteful, is almost too well known to require 
restating. We are all familiar vnth the relegation of war 
ships to an actual scrap heap within a period of time scarcely 
in excess of a decade. Reflect upon the many branches of 
constructive betterment available for the exploitation of hu- 
man purpose and energy. 

Well over fifty per cent of our authorized national budget 
is appropriated most inappropriately for the next war. Is it 
not appalling? Do we so lavishly spend money in prep- 
aration for purely conjectured troubles of business? 
Do we continue to do so for years, decades and genera- 
tions? Only when confronted with certain trouble, should 



we let the cost of protection be limitless — not till then. 
The thrice presidential candidate who last resigned from 
our federal department of state drove home an undeniably 
sound argument some years ago when in a speech against 
preparedness, he pictured how, but for the war budgets by 
which our country has been disgraced, it could have been 
criss-crossed with a perfect system of interstate automobile 
highways, and yet realize an immense saving in money. 

Unscrupulously promiscuous pension extravagance should 
not obtain. Patriotic service should abhor a reward. Pen- 
sions should be allowed only to those disabled as a proven 
consequence of their war service. 

Reflect to what extent every ideal of a national system of 
public school education could be promoted by a federal 
subsidy substituted for this vast war budget. Let us have 
greater preparedness in education. Instead of guns of 
greater calibre let us coax teachers of greater mental calibre 
in aid of our public school curriculum. Their salaries should 
be doubled' if not tripled, and soon could be, if the war 
budget was progressively reduced. 

There is no salvation in the formula of preparedness. 
Universal military training is a very old scheme. A na- 
tional adoption of universal military training is like a school 
boy putting a chip on his shoulder, excepting that the 
school boy doesn't always carry the chip on his shoulder, 
and he's too wise to even hope to lick every other boy in the 
school. The challenge of universal military training has 
less to commend it than the shoulder chip, being doubly fool- 
ish because indiscriminate and put forth by those of mature 
judgment. We have frequently had the Swiss system rec- 
ommended for our adoption, as though the Swiss preparation 
for defense, efficient as it undoubtedly is, has been respon- 
sible for the uninterrupted peace of that republic. Does 
anyone imagine that the Germans refrained from violating 
Swiss territory because of Switzerland's iiniversal military 
training? Is it plausible that the biggest boy in school would 
refrain from knocking the chip off the smallest boy because of 
any thought that he might not succeed or might not succeed 
with an assumed minimum of difficulty? He refrains be- 
cause he well knows that his acceptance of the little boy's 
challenge would cause enough other boys to ally themselves 



with the httle one to make his own punishment certain. It 
was proved so in the case of Germany in the late war. 
She was not only the strongest boy, save one, in the war 
school of Europe, but the most trained besides, and yet 
she lost and deserved to lose because she provoked a strug- 
gle which she had good reason to believe she could not lose, 
and which she only did lose when others in sufficient strength, 
whom she had reckoned as onlookers, allied themselves 
against her. It has always been so. It always will be so. 

iPower which is available will be too readily used. It \y 
is numan nature to play with instruments at our disposal. 
Does the purchaser of a high powered automobile need so 
much power? No — but liking it and being able to sport 
it as a luxury he gets it. Having it, does he overlook many 
opportunities of demonstrating that excess power? Haven't 
you ever passed a high powered automobile just to prove 
that the driver of the latter will presently pass you? Having 
greater power than you, knowing or believing he has, and 
enjoying such knowledge or belief, it requires all too little 
coaxing or provocation to have him let you know it by 
whizzing past you with wide open cut-out/l 

Again — it is just so with nations. Consciousness of more 
than average ready-to-hand power tempts to an ill-advised 
or quite arbitrary exercise of it. 

A highly developed training for violence like war is a 
far greater menace to a Republic than to a Monarchial form 
of Government. This is because in centralized power 
and uninquiring obedience of a kind which must mean the 
suppression of individual initiative a' monarchy finds strength, 
while a republic is then in the greatest danger. This is but 
the sense of the old bugaboo of "the man on horseback." 

What is reasonable preparedness? When is a nation 
prepared? Who knows? No one, because the actual as 
differentiated from the reputed strength of any other nation 
is unknown. Really, it isn't even known what would satisfy 
the yearning of the military and naval cliques. If one 
espouses preparedness at all, surely average sense dictates 
that it must be dominating, as against all others, so far as 
sound judgment foretells. Of what value is it to be pre- 
pared against one, but not against another, or against some, 
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but not against others, or even against many, and yet not 
against all? If the clamor for this stupendously costly. policy 
is warranted at all, the aim should be to be quite rathey than 
merely better prepared. But what is "quite" prepared? 
How can one sensibly nurse the delusion that it is possible 
ever to be sufficiently prepared? What coalition may hostile 
international collusion arraign against us, tomorrow? 

Concretely, Great Britain's naval policy, ever a glaring 
hindrance to a progressive delimitation of armament, has 
been to exceed the naval strength of any two other nations. 
Why only two? Isn't it clear that her security has really 
depended upon diplomacy to prevent an alliance of three 
or four navies against her? Again, while the ultra pre- 
paredness of Germany was condemned to such a degree 
as to infuse us with fear of its exercise against America, 
we have been urged to adopt a similar venture without 
suggestion of fixed limits. This was either manifesting 
ignorance of the true theory of German preparedness 
or wil fully ignoring ' the deplorable lessons taught by 
"Deutschland ueber Alles." It is logical surely, that if 
preparedness is to be undertaken at all, it ought to be m 
the highest degree thorough. Why stop short with anything 
less? War calls for the utmost efficiency with success the 
one and only goal, hence implies every conceivable lament- 
able act. Ruthlessness and effectiveness in war go hand 
in hand. Yet what will Germany have gained by her 
matchless though unadm.ired war strength? Did it not 
clearly provoke such an alliance of the relatively less 
prepared nations as would overcome the German menace 
or likelihood of actual indiscriminate conquest? Has it not 
always so developed in history? Remember Napoleon! 
Against how many nations and which combination do you 
hope to be prepared? What reasonable measure of war 
power do your ambitions comprehend? It may be taken 
for granted that no one wants part protection, rather full 
protection. Who knows what full protection is? If 
anyone does, how does he know it? How was it deter- 
mined? But of course, each nation proudly holds out 
as its ideal a noble purpose to which shall be devoted 
its acquired paraphernalia for human butchery. 
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A few third party notions of the soldier as an institu- 
tion are in keeping. 

The following of Elbert Hubbard is extreme, but it 
lends color: 

"Young man, the lowest aim in your life is 
to be a good soldier. The good soldier never 
tries to distinguish right from wrong. He never 
thinks; never reasons; he only obeys. If he is 
ordered to fire on his fellow citizens, on his 
friends, on his neighbors, on his relatives, he 
obeys without hesitation. 

"A good soldier is a blind, heartless, soulless, 
murderous machine. He is not a man. All 
that is human in him, all that is divine in him, all 
that constitutes the man, has been sworn away 
when he took the enlistment-roll. His mind, con- 
science, aye, his very soul, are in the keeping of 
his officer." 

Here's another by G. Bernard Shaw: 

"Soldiers are alarmists at home and terror- 
ists abroad. It is in time of peace, when an army 
is either a police force (in which case its work 
can be better done by a civilian constabulary) 
or an absurdity, that discipline is difficult, be- 
cause the wasteful life of the soldier is unnatural, 
except to a lazy man, and his servitude gall- 
ing and senseless, except to a docile one. 

'Theirs not to reason why. 
Theirs but to do and die.' 

What the basis of glorification is for the kind of human 
endeavor characterized by these famous lines of Tennyson, 
I utterly fail to see. 

A pet argument in favor of universal military training is 
its so-called leveling influence, just as though a sound 
democracy like ours did not already have a ramification 
of leveling influences constantly at work. Or if it hasn't, 
it is supposed to. Are we to believe that our young man- 
hood is liotoriously snobbish? 



Another common plea in favor of universal military 
training is its alleged disciplinary value which is supposed 
to be peculiarly needful in the case of American youth. 
What a sad admission of the quality of our parental train- 
ing and home influences. And if it were yet so needful, 
is the correction of our youth within the essential prov- 
ince of Governmental activity? And again, even if that 
be conceded, must an implement of war be handled in 
order to improve the physical well being and instil respect 
for proper authority? Certainly not. Discipline need not 
be associated with thoughts of killing. 

It may be conceded necessary to train officers even under 
the plan of the League of Nations to enforce peace. But 
if there is one lesson furnished by the present war which 
stands out above all others it is that modern warfare de- 
pends for its success upon remotely deliberated strategy of 
well trained officers plus adequate and efficient machine 
tools, transportation facilities and management; and that 
the private soldier, as the human tool, is decidedly more 
needful as to quantity than as to quality. Who will 
question that it is the guidance of the German officers which 
was accountable for their almost unbroken series of suc- 
cesses, and that such successes would have been, in all 
probability, achieved with private soldiers of any other 
nationality? Indeed, we have absolutely convincing evi- 
dence in the success of the Turkish arms as led by German 
officers, while they were well provisioned and adequately 
equipped. It is easily inferred how much competent offi- 
cers might accomplish if they had the numbers of alert 
soldiers which the United States certainly would muster in 
the event of an actual invasion of our country. 

Another outstanding lesson of this war is that universal 
military training in peace time is not certain to be of any avail. 
It has often been remarked that France Snd Belgium were 
not prepared. To attempt to maintain that is nothing other 
than ridiculous. Each of these countries was as thorough- 
ly accoutered and trained as excessive taxation allowed.. 
Of course they were insufficiently prepared even together, but 
neither meant to be other than highly prepared and certainly 
France strove to be ultra prepared. Waiving provocative 
considerations, it is all too evident that the ready zeal vnih 



which Germany crossed the Belgian border is attributable 
more than anything else to the unexcelled universal military 
training. We all know how inadequate even it eventually 
was. The Germans had most and lost. We had none and 



Uncivilized aggressors, admittedly, must be met by force, 
but are the uncivilized peoples on the increase — are they 
ever again to be a menacing horde? Does anyone sup- 
pose such a horde capable, if it existed, of withstanding 
emergency prepared scientific warfare? 

We are told universal training will insure peace. Some 
of its present advocates were prominent members of peace 
societies. Be for peace and train for war ! That is for- 
getting that in our personal relations alliance against the 
conduct of a bully is natural and prompt. Every child 
in Germany craved a uniform and toy weapon as soon as 
it could walk. That's what made of Germany a 
national bully. The strut of an obstreperous bully is 
short lasting. It is just proved so with the German nation. 
Our preparedness schemes cannot but incite to counters 
in kind. Universal military training during an era of 
peace heralds an aggressive spirit and is out of line with 
the times. It prepares the stage anew for the old cycle 
commencing with the termination of one war and ending 
with the start of the next. Our defensive resolves will be 
fused readily enough in time of real peril. The United 
States has such potential and recuperative powers as will 
certainly engender a deterring respect on the part of nations 
which it is fancied might attack us. We now know it to 
be an immense disadvantage to attack overseas. I contend 
that in the last extremity reliance may be safely placed upon 
our potential powers, conservatively estimated in fit man 
power, half a million a year. 

"Jeering voices in Germany spoke of America's 
platonic declaration of war. Nobody believed 
that America could raise an army of millions in 
a year. Furthermore, it was argued, even if the 
material were available, how, with short training, 
could it outweigh the advantages possessed by 
Germany with years of preparation in arming! 



So they argued in Germany and outside. Now 
we've lived to see American transports cross the 
Atlantic apparently as safely as in peace times. 
Troops departed and arrived punctually — in 
August 300,000; in one year about 2,000,000." 

"But there lies in all this, a threat at the 
root of the old-fashioned militarism. After this 
war even the most hardened militarists must ask 
themselves whether there is any sense in throwing 
millions away on a peace time establishment, 
when practically the whole machinery can be im- 
provised in a few months. That is precisely 
what America has done." 
And yet it is now sought to foist upon us a system of 
universal military training, after all the rant and cant 
against German militarism. What form and measure is 
it to be? A protection against a stronger power — how? 
A protection against a weaker power — why? By whom 
is it desired to be? Certainly not by the masses, spelt 
with a small "m." But assuming we are unsafe without 
it and safe with it, how is it compatible with our sponsor- 
ship for the League of Nations pohcing job? Can we 
blow hot and cold at the same time? Can we as the 
most powerful nation urge smaller powers to rely upon 
League justice and not do it ourselves? Is any other nation 
likely to dare comparative unpreparedness if we do not? 
Does not hindsight bring to our recollection our own little 
preparedness agitation, how it was fomented for over two 
years and long before any crisis impended? Why, the 
maddest dreams of threatened aggression were conjured, all 
to the end of stirring us to groundless fears and hasty en- 
dorsement of a national clenched and raised fist attitude. 
And does calm deliberation now suggest it as likely that 
the wildest power-besotted official in any foreign war council 
will seriously entertain the belief that this nation is to be 
conquered and subjugated, trained or untrained? We might 
suffer defeats at first, but be conquered and subjugated — 
never. Our numbers, energy, ingenuity, national ideals of 
liberty and unlimited resources are altogether overwhelm- 
ing. Wars are yet to be, but these United States of America 
are in the best position not to popularize training until 

16 



after another nation has risked an alHed condemnation of its 
aggression. 

Human nature, it is true, is all controlling, and in the 
main changes little. However every human nature is open 
to evolutionary betterment, be it yet so slow and measur- 
able only on the scale of centuries. A start toward this 
betterment must be made. I do not overlook the financial, 
manufacturing and purely commercial aspects of the situa- 
tion. These interests should and do bring inestimable in- 
fluence to play upon the bare moral phase of any govern- 
mental policy. Just so long as the varying ideals, customs 
and ambitions are necessarily at times brought into conflict, 
just so long will the provocations engendered attempt to find 
outlet through the trial of war. But why should not na- 
tional grievances real and imagined be ofl^set one against 
another, and concessions bartered even as commodities ip 
trade? This may be comprehended by the spirit of the 
"League of Nations" pact. A declared opposition by the 
Peace Congress to compulsory military training would have 
been one of the certain steps toward the remote efi^ectua- 
tion of disarmament. Let us desist teaching youth in man- 
ner uncouth, the great untruth that civilized fight or test of 
cultured might, absolves quibble with right. Let humanity 
prevail, and all hail equal rights to the frail. To quote 
again : 

"For us to adopt compulsory military train- 
ing would be to begin at once the mobilization 
of our entire manpower for the 'next war,' and 
thus wreck at the start the world's hopes of dis- 
armament. What we do in carelessness others 
must do in self-defense, in a word it would be 
sinking to the Prussian level." 

Quite aside of the obvious teaching of the recent war 
that no extreme of preparation (ever so glibly alleged to 
be only for defense) is adequate because of the unknown 
factors in the opposing combination of forces, what an ennob- 
ling thing it is for a country's youth — to be trained to human 
slaughter, because of a conjectured peril of tomorrow. 

We who are "peace by disarmament" exemplars — ■ 
NOW — not tomorrow, do not expect to have all men 
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"idealists" so called, in a day. Nor will they ever be so 
even in thought and ambition if a beginning isn't made and 
continually persisted in to convert some by example. 
There may be wars after a League of Nations is organized. 
Attempts at conciliation may for an indefinite period re- 
main in specific cases, in the ultimate — vain. The poten- 
tial power to enforce must still remain and be rigorously 
exercised as a last resort until an inherent respect of it, na- 
tional in its character, has been engendered. How often 
does a policeman have to resort to force? Respect for his 
authority and the moral endorsement back of him answers. 
The policeman scarcely ever has to club drunks and rarely 
criminals with a past record likely to be exposed by capture. 
So it can eventually be with nations. Why continue inter- 
nationally the preparedness and universal training of our 
western frontier days. There the man of the quickest draw 
at least foresaw he'd die with his boots on. But advisers 
of nations think it possible to gain an enduring peace and 
to continue to live after adopting the "toting a gun" policy. 
While acknowledging that the professional soldier is not 
a better fighter than the drafted soldier, it is nevertheless bet- 
ter to have the soldier professional in character, because it is 
better for society to have a few men trained to slaughter 
house practice than for all of us to be. For the same reason 
that we shouldn't wish every one calloused to any kind 
of killing, we should not want our boys calloused to this 
natural human revulsion — still less do we want them cal- 
loused in attitude during peace times to the killing of fellow 
men. 

"I think that the man who kills another man is 
just as unfortunate as the man who gets killed. 
~ There's no such thing as success in a bad busi- 
ness — killing men is bad business. To kill an- 
other man means damnation for yourself — the 
man who kills another man does kill himself." 

Those of us who have listened to stories from the lips of 
returned heroes must have been struck by the dominant 
callousness in their viewpoint, and by the survival of the 
feeling of hate. It is hate upon which war has always 
largely flourished. Callousness is the inevitable aftermath. 



Do but realize and practice the so-called Christian pre- 
cept, that no sacrifice entailed by daring to set an epoch- 
making world example, can be too great. No sacrifice due 
to initial preparedness for human slaughter can possibly 
surpass the suffering, misery and material cost which will 
ever continue to accompany the endeavor unjustly to gam, 
or seek to establish right on the absurd principle known as 
war. It has been heard said, authoritatively, that our 
participation in the world war cost us in money a sum that 
can perhaps be best comprehended as the equivalent of sixty 
dollars a minute from the first year A. D. to date, and in 
dead men a number which to see march past, would 
require days even in files of twenty. Which chal- 
lenges belief the more? Contemplate the retrograde example 
America would set by lending her sanction to an armament 
and drill policy, which is alike so mad and so futile. Recol- 
lect how duelling came to be abolished. One person first 
dared to set the right kind of an example. Grant that it 
entailed a sacrifice on his part. Grant that it might cost us 
dearly in another war to set a similar example. But we 
should suffer that cost. It will be more than worth the price. 
Civilized world inhabitants have never been set a permanent- 
ly good example without huge and precious sacrifice. Has 
any historical sacrifice based on principle exceeded in either 
money wealth or human life the sacrifice made by victor as 
well as vanquished while at war with each other? Now is 
the opportune time for the greatest example, having enduring 
peace as an aim, in the history of the world. Let us as a 
nation be noble enough, and brave enough to stand for, and 
declare such an ideal, NOT — (to requote a line from 
Lowell) : 

"Attempt the Future's portal with the Past's 
blood-rusted key." 



Peace signed: 1919. 
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